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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

2. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Hasegawa et al. by (US Patent No 5,191,431). 

Regarding claim 1, Hasegawa discloses that a signal compression unit 
employs two units for a mode changeover, and a unit for tracking control and a unit for 
recording compressed signal. It also illustrates that a first mode compression unit 
compresses at first compression rate while second mode compression unit compresses 
at second compression rate and the second compression ratio is higher than the first 
one (Hasegawa: column 7 lines 65-68 and column 8 lines 1-27). 

Regarding claim 3, Hasegawa further discloses that diverse signal 
processing rates can be used (Hasegawa: column 3 lines 25-64 and Column 4, lines 
39-60). 

3. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Kamatani 
(US Patent 5,982,723). Regarding claim 1 1 , Kamatani discloses that a data system is 
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used for compression and decompression of data, allowing predetermined data 
compression while data is compressed at selected compress rate (Kamatani: column 1, 
line 68 and column 4, lines 1 -12. Fig 2, blocks S2, S4 and S3). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hasegawa in view of Ando (US Patent 6,104,389). Regarding claim 2, Hasegawa 
discloses all the subject matters mentioned above (as applied to claim 1 ) except the 
limitations of compression being supported by symmetric and asymmetric routines. 
Ando discloses (Ando: column 6, lines 4-8) that a method of data compression can be 
supported by using Huffman coding (i.e. asymmetrical) and Lempel-Ziv coding (i.e. 
symmetric). The references (Hasegawa and Ando ) are analogous art because they are 
from same field of endeavor for data reconstruction. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art that implementation of different 
compression routines would allow desirable applications. The motivation for doing so 
would have to support effective noise free compression technique (Ando, column 6,line 
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8, & lines 22-25). Therefore it would have been obvious to combine above (Hasegawa 
and Ando ) references to obtain the invention as specified in claim 2. 

6. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hasegawa in view of Kadnier (US Patent No 6097520). Regarding claim 5, Hasegawa 
discloses all the subject matters mentioned above (as applied to claim 1) except the 
limitation of supporting user selected compression activity. Kadnier discloses that a 
user-selected command (Kadier: column 2 lines 14-17, column 19, lines 60-67, & 
column 20, lines 1-14) can be supported for compression (Kadier: column 9, lines40-43 
and column 13, lines 9-11). The references (Hasegawa and Kadnier) are analogous art 
because they are from same field of endeavor for data reconstruction. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art that user 
designated activity can be supported by processing user selected command. The 
motivation for doing so would have to support universally accepted format for user- 
selected commands (Kadnier: column 1, lines 40-47). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to combine above (Hasegawa and Ando) references to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 5. 

7. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hasegawa in view of Kamatani (US Patent 5,982,723). Regarding claim 6, Hasegawa 
discloses all the subject matters mentioned above (as applied to claim 1) except the 
limitation of processing user command to compress user defined data and select a 
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compression routine based on user provided data. Kamatani discloses that based on 
operator's specification, data compressed at different rates (Kamatani: column 1, line 68 
and column 4, lines 1 -12). The references (Hasegawa and Kamatani) are analogous art 
because they are from same field of data reconstruction. At the time of the invention, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art that improved data 
reproduction method can be achieved by supporting different compression rates. The 
motivation for doing so would have to provide more flexibility in the field of compression 
and reproduction of data (Kamatani: column 1, lines 46-49). Therefore it would have 
been obvious to combine above (Hasegawa and Kamatani) references to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 6. 

8. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hasegawa in view of Lipasti (US Patent No 6,487,640). Regarding claim 7, Hasegawa 
discloses all the subject matters mentioned above (as applied to claim 1) except the 
limitation of tracking number of pending requests to a storage device. Lipasti discloses 
that multiple memory accesses can be supported (Lipasti : Fig 1 column 5 lines 14-25 
and Fig 2 column 6 lines 44- 48).The references (Hasegawa and Lipasti ) are analogous 
art because they are from same field of endeavor for processing all requests to the 
same storage block. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art that processing pending access requests can allow improved 
performance and effective utilization of storage device. The motivation for doing so 
would have to reduce memory access latency (Lipasti: column 1 lines 60-67). Therefore 
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it would have been obvious to combine above (Hasegawa and Lipasti) references to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 7. 

9. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hasegawa in view of Lipasti (US Patent No 6.487,640). Regarding claim 8, Hasegawa 
discloses all the subject matters mentioned (above as applied to claim 1) except the 
limitation of tracking number of pending requests for data transmission over a 
communication links. Lipasti discloses that multiple memory accesses can be supported 
(Lipasti : Fig 1 column 5 lines 14-25 and Fig 2 column 6 lines 44- 48) via various media 
(Lipsi : column 5 lines 59 - 60 and lines 28 - 33). The references (Hasegawa and 
Lipasti) are analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor for various 
data transmission. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art that processing pending access requests to a storage device 
can improve the performance of the storage device and signals can be carried over 
various types of communication links . The motivations for doing so would have been to 
reduce memory access latency (Lipstick: column 1 , lines 60-67) and support various 
data processing systems (Lipasti: column 5, lines 8-1 1 ). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to combine above (Hasegawa and Lipasti) references to obtain the Invention as 
specified in claim 8. 

10. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hasegawa in view of Dinan et al. (US Patent No 4,888,812) and Rabin et al. (US Patent 
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No 5,159.336). Regarding claim 9, Hasegawa discloses all the subject matters claimed 
(see explanation in paragraph 2 above) except the limitations of receiving data stream 
at speed which is greater than the storage rate, compressing data at desired 
compression rate resulting in increased storage device and storing data. Dinan 
discloses that a system includes a data buffer which servers as receiver and buffer for 
storing data in the event when the rate of data transfer exceeds the rate at which data 
storage device can accept (Dinan : Column 3, lines 1-15). Rabin discloses that memory 
bandwidth can be controlled by modifying compression ratio. (Rabin: Column 2, lines 
26-50). The references (Hasegawa, Dinan and Rabin) are analogous art because they 
are from same field of endeavor for data compression and reconstruction. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art that a 
system capability to handle higher speed data and buffering high speed data would 
allow to real time monitoring & increased storage device. The motivations for doing so 
would have to avoid the loss of data (Dinan : Column 3, line 14) and to adjust 
compression ratio (Rabin: Column 1, lines 55-65). Therefore it would have been obvious 
to combine above (Hasegawa. Dinan and Rabin) references to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 9. 

11. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kamatani in view of Kulakowski (Publication No 0587437A2). Regarding claim 13, 
Kamatani discloses all the subject matters mentioned above (as applied to claim 11) 
except the. limitation of having access profiles. Kulakowski discloses that access profile 
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can be supported for flexible data compression-decompression procedure (Kulakowski: 
Fig 11(page 21)& page 12 lines 39-54, Fig 12 (page 21)& page 12 lines 55-59, page 13 
lines 1-24 and Fig 13 (page 22) & page 13 lines 25 -32). The references (Kamatani and 
Kulakowski) are analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor for data 
compression and decompression. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art that compressed data will support good 
channel utilization and compression efficiency. The motivation for doing so is to 
provide flexible compression-decompression control for accessed data (Kulakowski : 
Page 3 lines 40-42 and page 2 lines 25-27 ).Therefore it would have been obvious to 
combine above (Kamatani and Kulakowski) references to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 1 3. 

12. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kamatani in view of Lipasti (US Patent No 6,487,640). Regarding claim 14, Kamatani 
discloses all the subject matters mentioned above (as applied to claim 11) except the 
limitation of tracking number of pending requests to a storage device. Lipasti discloses 
that multiple memory accesses can be supported (Lipasti: Fig 1 column 5 lines 14-25 
and Fig 2 column 6 lines 44- 48). The references (Kamatani and Lipasti) are analogous 
art because they are from same field of endeavor for processing all requests to the 
same storage block. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art that processing pending access requests can support 
improved performance and effective utilization of storage device. The motivation for 
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doing so would have to reduce memory access latency (Lipasti : column 1 lines 60-67 
& column 7 lines 44-49). Therefore it would have been obvious to combine above 
(Kamatani and Lipasti) references to obtain the invention as specified in claim 14. 

13. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kamatani in view of Lipasti (US Patent No 6,487,640). Regarding claim 15, Kamatani 
discloses all the subject matters mentioned (above as applied to claim 11) except the 
limitation of tracking number of pending requests for data transmission over a 
communication links Lipasti discloses that multiple memory accesses can be supported 
(Lipasti :Fig 1 column 5 lines 14-25 and Fig 2 column 6 lines 44- 48) via various 
transmission (Lipsi, column5, lines 59 - 60 and 28 and 33). The references (Kamatani 
and Lipasti ) are analogous art because they are from same field of endeavor for 
various data transmission. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art that processing pending access requests to a storage 
device can improve the performance of the storage device and signals can be carried 
over various types of communication links . The motivations for doing so would have 
been to reduce memory access latency (Lipasti : column 1 lines 60-67) and support 
various data processing systems (Lipasti : column 5 lines 8-1 1 ). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to combine above (Kamatani and Lipasti) references to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 15. 
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14. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hasegawa. Regarding claim 16, Hasegawa discloses all the subject matters claimed 
(see explanation in paragraph 2 above) for implementing the method steps into storage 
device by programming. However, to implement the method steps of Hasegawa by 
programming would not involve any inventive feature according to the today's computer 
technology. Therefore it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to program the method steps of Hasegawa in to the 
storage device as claimed. 

15. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hasegawa , Dinan, Rabin. Regarding claim 17, Hasegawa, Dinan, and Rabin discloses 
all the subject matters claimed (see explanation in paragraph 10 above) for 
implementing the method steps into storage device by programming. However, to 
implement the method steps of Hasegawa by programming would not involve any 
inventive feature according to the today's computer technology. Therefore it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to program the method steps of Hasegawa in to the storage device as claimed. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

16. Claims 4, 10, 12 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

17. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matters : 

Regarding claim 4, the prior art of record fails to teach " the first compression 
ratio routine comprises a default asymmetrical algorithm." 

Regarding claim 10, the prior art of record fails to teach " the compression rate is 
al. least equal to the ratio of the input data transmission rate to the data storage rate so 
as to provide continues storage of the input digital data stream at the input data 
transmission rate." 

Regarding claim 12, the prior art of record fails to teach " the controller 
determines that the system throughput falls below a predetermined throughput 
threshold, the controller commands the data compression engine to use a compression 
routine providing a faster rate of compression so as to increase the throughput." 
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Conclusion 



1 8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hoque Nasrin whose telephone number is 571-272- 
5948. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mohammad Ghayour can be reached on 571-272-3021. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Infomriation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PA6IR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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